Abstract: This work revolves around a very peculiar set of Spanish verbs ('caer[se]
In the next section, we will introduce the verbs that will be studied in this work. Subsequently, their syntactic properties will be described in §3. In §4 we will move on to their lexical nature and argue that they are denominal verbs. Afterwards, we will develop the analysis of these verbs in §5. Finally, §6 shows the conclusions.
oPtIonAL Se wIth non-AntIcAusAtIve IntRAnsItIve veRbs
This paper is concerned with verbs that are alternating pronominal in Spanish like 'caer(se)' (fall) in (7a) and 'morir(se)' (die) in (8a), but are non-pronominal in other languages like Dutch (7b) and (8b), and Czech (7c) and (8c). More concretely, we focus on intransitive verbs in Spanish that meet the following conditions: (i) they do not enter the causative-inchoative alternation and (ii) they optionally allow the occurrence of the clitic 'se' without any apparent semantic shift (although see below). We have found four verbs that fulfil the two aforementioned conditions: 'caer' ("fall") (11), 'encallar' ("run aground"), (12) 'morir' ("die") (13), and 'tropezar' ("stumble"/"trip over") (14) . In some cases, some semantic restriction may appear, as with the verb 'bewegen' (move) in Dutch, which requires an animate subject when the pronominal particle zich appears: The ship (se) run aground.
'The ship run aground.'
b. *La tormenta / %Pedro encalló el barco.
The storm / Pedro run aground the ship.
Intended: 'The storm / Pedro made the ship run aground.'
Note that 'caer' (11b,c) and 'encallar' (12b) allow a kind of transitive alternation in some dialects (regions of Northern Extremadura and León in Spain). This alternation is, nevertheless, slightly different from the causative alternation (see 'pseudo-causative alternation' in Teomiro, 2010, p. 199. 'Morir' (13b) and 'tropezar' (14b) admit neither transitive alternation (causative or pseudo-causative).
(13) a.
Juan (se) murió.
b. *El hambre / *Juan murió el perro.
*The hunger / *Juan died the dog.
Intended: 'The hunger / Juan made the dog die.' or 'The huger / Juan killed the dog.' (14) a. Juan (se) tropezó.
Juan (se) stumbled.
'Juan stumbled.'
b. *La piedra / *Juan tropezó a Pedro.
*The stone / *Juan stumbled ACC Pedro.
Intended: 'The stone / Juan made Pedro stumble.'
De Miguel & Fernandez Lagunilla (2000) argue that verbs in (11)-(14) (among many others they include in their analysis) convey complex predicates that have two phases: an accomplishment or an achievement plus a change of state. They analize the clitic 'se' as an aspectual operator that focalizes the cultimation of the first subevent iff it is followed by a change of state. They follow Pustejovsky (1991) and build on his work to enlarge his typology of events. Verbs that optionally allow 'se' are accomplishments (e.g. (11) and (13)) or achievements (e.g. (12) and (14)) that may or may not be followed by a change of state. So 'caer' and 'morir' denote just an accomplishment, whereas 'caerse' and 'morirse' denote a complex event made up of an accomplishment and a resultant state ('be on the floor' for 'caerse', 'be dead' for 'morirse'). In other words, regardless of whether the lexical entries of 'caer' and 'morir' encode a complex event, the change of state is 'visible' or relevant for syntax iff 'se' is realised (De Miguel & Fernandez Lagunilla, 2000, p. 32) .
We agree with these authors that 'se' correlates with the presence of a state following an accomplishment or achievement in the verbs (11), (12), (13), (14) . However, this analysis raises a number of empirical and theoretical issues when it is applied to other instances of 'se'. For example, stative verbs that allow 'se ' (15) De Miguel & Fernández Lagunilla argue that (15a,b) do not raise a problem for their analysis because (15a) with 'me' implies that the subject has done previous work and as result he knows the lesson now. Likewise, they argue that (15b) with 'me' implies that something happened that made the subject become and remain silent. Although we agree with the interpretation of (15a), we do not do so with the interpretation of (15b) with 'me': something could have triggered the change of state (from being talking to become silent) but this is not implied, i.e. the subject could have simply stayed in silence from the begining of the situation to the end. Besides, the states in (15c) and (15d) do not necesarilly follow any previous eventuality. (15c) denotes a belief irrespective of whether the subject has reflected on it or he has suddenly come up with it. (15d) does not necesarilly imply that the subject has thought on María's coming. What (15c) implies is that the subject does not base his belief on any external evidence but it is an intuition. In other words, the verb 'pensarse' in (15d) means 'suspect' rather than 'think'.
From a theoretical point of view, De Miguel & Fernández Lagunilla's characterization of 'se' as an aspectual operator has several shortcomings. First, to say that 'se' focalises a phase of the event is to say that two things happen at once: the presence of 'se' and a certain form of complex event. However it is unclear whether the change of state that follows the eventuality is triggered by the presence of 'se', or the other way around. Moreover, no other such operators exist in Spanish. The authors mention adverbials that function as operators ('aún', 'todavía'). However, 'se' does not seem to be an adverbial because it has f-features 4 , typical of nominal items, which agree with the subject. Besides, 'se' is a clitic with the same distributional pattern as other clitics that clearly are pronouns (lo, la, le, me, te, nos, os).
Finally, 'se' with other kinds of verbs such as anticausative verbs cannot be characterized as an aspectual operator necessary to focalise a change of state that follows another eventuality. The transitive counterpart (16a) of the anticausative verb (16b) disallows 'se' despite the fact that it also denotes a complex event (an accomplishment followed by a change of state). It is unclear that 'se' is necessary for the state to be relevant for the syntax in (16b) if it is ruled out in (16a).
(16) a.
La tormenta (*se) rompió la ventana.
The storm CL broke the window.
'The storm broke the window.'
b. La ventana *(se) rompió.
The window CL broke.
'The window broke.'
In this work we want to build on the analysis of De Miguel & Fernández Lagunilla, which gives a very acurate semantic characterization of the clitic 'se' with the verbs in (11)- (14), and develop a new approach to the syntax of 'se' with verbs (11)- (14). Other types of pronominal verbs are not going to be dealt with here since they are beyond the scope of this work.
It is De Miguel & Fernández Lagunilla's characterization of 'se' as an aspectual operator that we do not agree with. First, because of the aforementioned reasons (presence of f-features, same distributional properties as other clitics that are pronouns). Second, because the function of 'se' does not seem to be the same across all the syntactic configurations where 'se' appears (cf. (15c), (15d), and (16)). And third, because this characterization of 'se' makes it imposible to integrate it in other analyses of 'se' ocurring with inchoative verbs and anticausative verbs.
Therefore, we will provide the reader in §5 with a new analysis of 'se' with the verbs (11)- (14) that respects De Miguel & Fernández Lagunilla's semantic characterization but gives a more accurate account of the syntactic properties of the verbs (11)-(14) described in §3.
syntActIc PRoPeRtIes: dIstRIbutIon of PAths, duRAtIve AdveRbIALs And ResuLt stAtes
Semantic differences in pronominal alternations such as 'caer(se)' in (17) and 'morir(se)' in (18) are difficult to see, unlike in other pronominal alternations such as the transitive-reflexive (Reinhart & Siloni, 2005; Teomiro, 2011;  among others) and the transitive-inchoative (Levin & Rappaport-Hovav, 1995; Reinhart, 2002; among others) .
4
This work is framed within Generative Grammar (Chomsky, 2001 (Chomsky, , 2005 (Chomsky, , 2008 . In this framework, f-features are grammatical features such as person (1st, 2nd, 3rd), number (singular, plural) and gender (feminine, masculine, neuter). These features are usually hosted on nominal items, as well as on verbs and adjectives in order to establish an agreement relation among these elements, which is the way in which their interdependency is formally represented.
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RLyLA Vol. 08 (2013), 140-153 Nevertheless, there are some distributional differences related to the duration of the event, as can be seen in (19), and to the presence of a path, as shown in (20). The particle se is incompatible with duration adverbials (19b) and with measure adverbials of paths (20b) (though see (20c) where se can appear with paths).
(19) a.
Juan cayó (durante dos segundos).
[duration]
Juan fell (for two seconds).
b. Juan se cayó (*durante dos segundos).
Juan se fell (*for two seconds).
(20) a. Juan cayó (5 metros).
[measure of path]
Juan fell (5 meters).
b.
Juan se cayó (*5 metros).
Juan se fell (*5 meters).
c. Juan (se) cayó por el barranco.
[path]
Juan (se) fell by the ravine.
'Juan fell down the ravine.'
There are other differences that lie in the eventive structure. More concretely, the licensing of result states.
5
'Caer' admits the presence of result states (21a) ('rendido' worn out) and (22a) ('hechizado' bewitched) iff the verb occurs without se. If se and the result state co-occur, the sentences are ungrammatical. Note furthermore that questions (21b) and (22b) are unambiguous if the verb occurs with se (they ask about manner). However, if se does not appear, these questions are ambiguous between manner and state.
In (23) we can see more data that support the observation that the version without se (23a) denotes a result state, whereas the version with se (23b) denotes an event (an accomplishment in the case of 'caer', but an achievement in the case of 'tropezar'). (23d) is infelicitous because there are two incompatible result states (on his side and face down), whereas (23c) is felicitous because 'de costado' denotes the way of Juan's falling and face down denotes the result state. Again, question (23e) is unambiguous if se does not occur (result), whereas the ambiguity (manner vs. state) arises if se is present.
(23) a.
Juan cayó de costado.
[Juan ended up on his side] Similar data can be found in (24): (24a) implies that the bear was alive when it began its falling, and concomitant to its falling, it passed away. On the other hand, (24b) implies that the bear was dead when it began its falling. (24c) is ambiguous between manner and result when se is omitted, whereas it is unambiguous (manner) when se appears.
(24) a.
El oso cayó muerto.
The bear fell dead.
'The bear fell dead.'
El oso se cayó muerto.
The bear se fell dead.
'The bear fell dead.' c. ¿Cómo (se) cayó el oso?
How (se) fell the bear?
'How did the bear fall?'
Something worth noting is the fact that result states and adverbials measuring paths seem to be incompatible, as can be seen in (25b). Adverbs of duration are incompatible with result states too, as can be seen in (26b). That is due to the fact that the presence of the state renders the eventuality telic, and hence, incompatible with duration adverbials.
(25) a.
Juan cayó (5 metros). [adverbial measure of path]
b. Juan cayó rendido (*5 metros). [adverbial measure of path]
Juan fell worn out (*5 meters).
(26) a. Juan cayó (durante horas).
Juan fell (for hours).
b. Juan cayó rendido (*durante horas). [duration]
Juan fell worn out (*for hours).
LexIcAL PRoPeRtIes: denomInAL nAtuRe
The verbs we focus on in this work ('caer', 'morir', 'tropezar' and 'encallar') are unusual verbs because they are intransitive verbs, with a theme-like subject, non-derived from a transitive entry (i.e. they are not anticausatives), and they have the possibility to appear with the particle se. No other such intransitive verb can appear with se. More concretely, for Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1995) internally caused verbs like (27) are not derived from a transitive version (i.e. they are not anticausative), and can never appear with se in Spanish (Mendikoetxea, 1999b; Mendikoetxea, 1999a) . The prices (*se) rose.
'The prices rose.'
The hypothesis we want to put forward is that 'caer', 'morir', 'tropezar' and 'encallar' can appear with se because they are denominal. The nature and function of se will be discussed later on. In this section, we limit ourselves to discussing the lexical properties of these verbs. More concretely, we will argue that they are denominal verbs as many Euskara egin-verbs discussed by Hale & Keyser (2002) . Hale & Keyser (2002) characterized unergative verbs with agentive subjects like run, play, cry and dance, as verbs that incorporated or conflated a nominal before entering the syntactic derivation. This is represented in (28). Euskara provides strong support for this hypothesis since in this language, this kind of verbs is formed by combining 'egin' (do) plus a nominal (tears, dance, etc.), as seen in (29). (28) 
Teomiro (2010, pp. 227-230) argues that the conflation of the object deletes de uninterpretable nominal features of the predicate, so that no internal argument other than the conflated nominal is needed. In other words, the D feature of the verb is checked against the conflated nominal. Hence, the remaining argument merges out of the vP. Therefore, (28) can be re-written as (30):
What we want to propose is that 'caer', 'morir', 'tropezar' and 'encallar' are also verbs that incorporate a nominal before the syntactic derivation proceeds. The verb denotes that an entity undergoes a process, and the noun denotes the process that the argument (the undergoer) undergoes. The lexical entry of these verbs is represented in (31) The argument of these verbs is a theme (like verbs in [27]) rather than an agent (like verbs in [30] ). However, these verbs do allow se, whereas verbs in (27) do not. I will argue in the next session that this is due to the denominal nature of verbs in (31) but not of verbs in (27) . Note that verbs in (30) can also admit se, as in (32), although it seems to contribute to the semantics of the predicate, unlike se with verbs in (31) (cf. Campanini & Schäfer, 2011 and references therein) . Despite the importance of these verbs with se, this falls beyond the scope of this work.
(32) a.
Juan se bailó un tango.
Juan se danced a tango.
'Juan danced a tango.' b. Juan se cantó una balada.
Juan se song a ballad.
'Juan song a ballad.'
oPtIonAL Se And Low APPLIcAtIves
Something intriguing about verbs in (31) is that they admit se, which triggers syntactic differences (see §3). The idea that is going to be defended in this work is that the denominal nature of the verbs in (31) is what allows the 6 'Txio egin' is used with birds. When referring to humans, the verb 'kantatu' (sing) is used instead, which is intransitive though it admit cognate objects.
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The hypothesis that we want to put forward is that se is a pronoun, concretely a se-anaphor in the sense of Reinhart & Reuland (1993) and Reuland (2001) 7 , that is located in the specifier of a low applicative phrase in the sense of Pylkkänen (2002) and Pylkkänen (2008) .
A se-anaphor is a se-element in the specifier position of an NP with a defective set of f-features (Reinhart & Reuland, 1993, p. 658) , schematically represented in (33). Reuland (2001) argues that number is the f-feature that se-anaphors lack (at least for Dutch zich, see Teomiro (2010) for a similar argumentation for Spanish se). This allows this kind of pronouns to be locally bound by an antecedent by means of agreement and syntactic chain composition 8 without resorting to A-binding 9 at the C-I system 10 (Reuland, 2006; Reuland, 2001 ). However, if se receives inherent Case, chain formation is prevented and the binding of se is done by A-binding at the C-I system (Volkova, 2009 ). We will come back later to this issue since this will be crucial for the issue at stake here.
(33) Structure of se-anaphors: (Reinhart & Reuland, 1993, p. 658) 
According to Pylkkänen (2002; , a low applicative phrase relates two arguments by implying transfer of possession from one to the other (34). It is headed by an applicative head that relates the argument in its specifier with the argument in its complement position (35). The English double object construction, such as the one in (36), is an example of a low applicative where the applicative head relates him with cake by establishing a transfer of possession 11 .
7
According to Reinhart & Reuland (1993) , there are two kinds of anaphors (expressions that require an antecedent present in the sentence): on the one hand, selfanaphors are complex anaphors made up of a particle ("se" in Spanish, "zich" in Dutch, "him" in English) plus a nominal element self ("sí mismo" in Spanish, "zichzelf" in Dutch, "himself" in English). These anaphors must obey Chomsky's (1981) Principle A of Binding Theory, i.e. they must be locally bound (usually within the same clause). On the other hand, se-anaphors are simple anaphors like "se" in Spanish or "zich" in Dutch (English lacks se-anaphors). In other words, they lack the nominal element self. Along with the morphological differences, se-anaphors are not subject to Principle A of Binding Theory, unlike self-anaphors (Reuland, 2001). 8 When two elements agree, they form a chain, which is the formal representation of the dependency established between those elements. Appl cake
The low applicative introduces a dative, which renders the predicate augmented. Pylkkänen (2008) states two conditions to license low applicatives: first, the predicate has a direct object and second, a transfer of possession between the direct object and the introduced dative argument is implied.
Our proposal is that se with verbs 'morir(se)' and 'caer(se)' in (31) is a se-anaphor that is in the specifier position of a low applicative phrase that takes the VP as complement, as represented in (37). Thus we can state that the position of the low applicative is other than complement of the verb as long as the two aforementioned conditions are met: the presence of a direct object and the implication of transfer of possession. We will argue that these conditions are met with verbs in (31). Following the semantics of low applicatives argued by Pylkkänen (2008) in (34) above, the applicative in a configuration such as (37) relates the se-anaphor se with the direct object of VP. Recall that in §4 we argued that verbs in (31) are denominal verbs, i.e. they are made up of a verbal head and a nominal that conflates. This conflated nominal is the direct object of the predicate. Also, this nominal is the one over which the applicative head takes scope. Hence, the result is that se, bound by the sentential subject (we will come back to this issue later), is related to the conflated noun by the applicative head by establishing a transfer of possession relation. Note that in the cases of verbs in (31) the conflated noun can denote either an eventuality (falling, dying, stumbling, running aground) or a state, as can be seen in (39) where 'caer' (39a) and 'morir' (39b) combine with the copula 'estar' (be) that denotes stage-level predicates rather than with the copular 'ser' that denotes individuallevel predicates (Carlson, 1977) :
El árbol *es/está caído.
The tree is fallen.
'The tree is fallen.'
b. Juan *es/está muerto.
Juan is dead.
'Juan is dead.'
So the semantics of (38) can be reformulated in (40) and (41), which reads as follows: there is an event that consists of an argument Juan that undergoes a falling (denoted by the conflated noun) and there is a transfer of possession to Juan of the state 'be fallen' (denoted by conflated noun too). The implication of the transfer of possession of the state to the subject is that Juan ends up fallen. The question at stake now is how it is possible for Juan to bind se, which is a se-anaphor, without violating the Theta Criterion. Reuland (2001) argued that Dutch zich, which is a se-anaphor, can be locally bound by the subject because it is bound along the syntactic derivation by means of syntactic chains, which was directly translated to A-binding at the C-I interface. This is possible because zich lacks number f-feature. The fact that the binding is done at syntax by means of chains implies that both zich and its binder are interpreted as one argument at the C-I system. The problem with se when appearing with verbs in (31) is that it is interpreted as an argument, i.e. in (40) there are four arguments or l operators (leaving aside the event argument): Juan, caída EVENT , caída STATE and se.
Our proposal is that the binding of Juan and se is possible without violating the Theta Criterion because the applicative head assigns inherent dative Case to se in Spanish (as low applicatives do in German, cf. Schäfer, 2008) as represented in (42). The inherent Case of se prevents the chain formation and the binding cannot be done at the syntax but must be done by means of A-binding at the C-I system. This means that both Juan and se are interpreted as two different arguments although Juan binds se (cf. Volkova, 2009; and pseudo-reflexive binding in Teomiro, 2010, p. 237) .
| 150 When 'caer' occurs with se, i.e. with the low applicative, it is no longer a verb of change of location but a verb of change of state. In other words, 'caer' denotes a change of location through a path (hence, it admits paths and adverbials that measure paths, as seen in §3). However, no result state is encoded in the lexical entry of 'caer', and hence, its compatibility with phrases denoting result states, as seen in §3. When 'caer' is realized with se, i.e. with the low applicative, it denotes a change of location whose result is a change of state: the individual referred to by the subject changes its state from non-'caído' to 'caído' (the same happens with the verb 'morir'). This result state, denoted by the low applicative, binds the event of falling, denoted by 'caer', and hence the aspect shift and the compulsory telicity (see Campanini & Schäfer (2011) for the same argumentation with consumption verbs that optionally occur with se in Spanish and Italian).
Two questions arise now. On the one hand, why other intransitive verbs such as Spanish 'nacer' cannot occur with se as in (43), whereas they occur with the pronominal particle in other languages like Czech (44). The child (*se) was born two months premature.
'The child was born two months premature.'
